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~as well as tg the development of new affirmative cases.1 -

. / ) . .. .
should be an 1mpo?tant issue. Pruett observed: - A
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"The concept of inherency is an important issue 1n
4

contemporary academic debatg. ?hg requirement than an affirm-
atiié/team present an 1nher;nt need (or -inherent advantages)
has becomelnearly universal. Inherency has been discussed
with respect to such issues as ﬁresumption; repalrs and topical}ty.
The way lnherency 1s argued'affects’the\dgyeao?medt of many -
plan attgcks. The problem of 1lnherency has &also contributed
to the de&elopment of many of the new affirmative stgateéics,
. Y .

€learly, inh rehcy is an lssue that warrants serious study.

Daspite‘fhe mportance of iqperency, there has beenilittle
attention pald to the rayionale behind the concept. Often,'both
th;orists and practitioﬁers of debatelmerely assume fhat a ease,
must be inherent, and nc?er explain why this is so. Textbooks,
for éxamble, rarely provide an’ explanation fo; why' inherency

~~ e

. | .
" In examining the concept of linherency, it 1s surprising
that authors of debate text§ spend so little time discussing
the meaning of the term. DMNost treht inhérency as a major
i ssue without describing what 2t entalls or “o explain
what a person must do to make 1t a functional argument.2 .
' - I

¥r Ulrich is an fssistant Instructor .in the department of \\
\

speech Communication and Human Relations at the University of . |
vansas, Lawrence,*®ansas. Thls paper vas presented at the Kansas.)
State Speech Convention in Wichita, Kansas, April 23-24, 1976. \
This paper 1s based on chapter II of the.author's Mdaster's

Thesls, done at the University of Houston under.the direction

of Cr. I‘!’illiam B. Eng]’-iS'ho ) .

. * LHME N I AEPRODLCE  THIS LOPY

LopdTED MATERIAL MAS BEEN GRANTED BY ‘e

wWalter Ulrich

-~

< ) l
\\ ' TO L AND CRGANIZATIONS OPERATIRG
2 NOFG AGREETENTS WITH THE NATIONAL 'ﬁ!‘
. \ SOUTE OF FDUGATION FURTHER AEPQQ
. oI ON QUTSING THE LRIC SYBTEM RE 3
N PERMISSION OF THE  COPYRIGHT
PR |

. - C NG
: N




-2« »

r 4

The fallure to' justify lnherency extends beyond the
téxtbooks on debate and 1hto theldebate rounds themselves,
Participants in debate assume that inheérency 1is an issue that
must be won by the affirmativé, but never Jqstifﬁ this assumptio@.
The formulation of a precise justification for inherency is . - |
rarely made in.debate rounds. 'Jones and Flegle point out;

We have not'adequately discussed and debated the

underlying theorlies, rationales, etic. within our ,

own system, This becomes an acute problem when teams

differ greatly on the assumptions incorporated into

thelr positlions without discussing the valuss (or

Impact) of thelr assumptions in the débate.

The result of both of thgse trends 1s that 1nhérency; or at
" least stHe justificatlon for inherency has been sadly neglected
by the debate community. As Zaréfsky .argueds

If the past few Yeafs are any indication, inherency .

will become amoung the most neglected theoretical

concepts, and there willl be adverse consequen&es for

the rationality of ﬁhe argumentative process.

This paper will gttempt to partially fill this void by reviewing
the literature on Inherency, %nd critically discussing the
varlous Jjustifications that have been aannced for why

inherency shoulq be an issué in debate. Six Justifications

ha§e been offered for inherency: the need to 1dent1fy the

cause of the pfoblem;'the need to overcome presumption; the 5
need to demonstrate that the problem isolated ®or s permpanent
nature; the need to locate the link between the advantage and

N

lthe topical portfons of the affirmative\Plan; the neeg to .
balance the &ffirmative plan's advantages against the advantages

of other policy systems; and the psjchologicai effect of

. inherency.
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CQUSALITY ' ' i
One purpose ot_ipherehcy is to demonstrate that the cause

»

of the problem the affirmative isolates (or the advantages ‘4

they claim) is accurately described. This dimention of

14

inherency is sometimes separabted from inherency and discussed
as an independent'concept.5 The proponents'of this position
sz%iest that only be demonstrating that the cause of a problem

1 inked to the present system can the affirmative team

s}

guarantee that 1ts plan-will.solve the problem. As Zarefsky' -,
" arguess . / ' —

o« o if ‘one were tochange the policy only to find
that he had not mitigated the reasons /Tor the problem/, -
his labor would not only go for naught but might also \
risk the introductlion of pgoblems and ‘complicatlons
not previously envisioned. : -

‘ ’

“~

The implications of this Justification of inherency is that
an affirmative team can meet this burden of inherency in any

one of several ways, as long as the aﬁfirmative plan does n t
~

: have the s?me problem as the current system.. The emphasié of V‘\:aéf‘s
- this type of inherency justif&cati//rshould be on the sélvency '

/
| of the affirnative plan. Doyle arguesx, "I ll go along with

any concept of - inherency Af you can show me how youf case

T

[ ] / 5\
/x Ll {
avolds theNsaﬂf pitf“fls. . /v ﬁ 2

%,
‘ V] t iy

' There have been two mgjor attacks on.thia }ustdfication s
\ /
J/\/,/-fx;r inherency. The first attack argu/s)}hat/ in a world of. h\\‘\s;'
// multiple causes, it is almost imposéib e to demonstrate that RN
» N

// the only cbuse for a problem is th structure that the affirmative
T ’ 'V“
alters. To require the aﬁfirmative to/prove that o one 35
. . \ :
structure is the\cause of the problem places an un easonable b

burden affingatives % = - | . B
ul . . ‘ ~ o e T

- o v




~results of the multi-capsality of probleﬁs has been a shift

:

B §§q there is no justification for indicting the

' af?irmative for fallure to completely disprove the .
possipility of multliple causes. It is virtuslly \
impossible to show that faults could be corrected
and/or advantages-gaéned if and-only if the present
system is abolished. ) o '

. »
4 .

Brock, Chesebro, Cragan and Klumpp suggest that one of the’

[ ]

in the meaning of 1lnherencys
. ~N

In a world of multi- and‘feedback causation where

traditional inherency can be difficult, if not K "
impossible, to establish, the focus of inherency has

shifted from conditions to pollcy. Today one asks .
if the characteristics of present circumstances are 9.
such that present policles cannot madify iﬁgm adequately.”

The imﬁlication of this concept is that the'usq of 1nhérency

as being regiired to demonstrate . causality 4s not as strong

4

now as it was formerly. ' o . L

The second indictment of the causality "justification

for inherency is that it is not always necessary to isolate
the causg/of-a problem Ain order to solvé the problem. 'Marahlo o

gives the example of hay fever, where medicél sgiE te does

not have to know the cause of the illness to eliminate the
’ / . , . ;

symptoms. Newmarll gives the Example of foreigﬁ aldvy Ve

may not know why a program fallls, o;.why it creates gnimosi%y; . \

asslong as we know that by eliminating the program, certain

benefits come about, nos isolation of the causqg‘must be shown.

’ !

Kruger argdesi hoxevegr, that the risks to/solving a problem

withogt knowing thie cause are great: o

. Fallure to get at the root gause in order to eliminate '

“an ungesirable effect 1s generally unsatisfactory for

two reasonss 1. treatment of an intermediate cause.

. «. o is usually temporarys in the case of the bad

tooth, the receptor is only temporarily immobilize

" by the drug; thug the effect (pain) recurs interpitt-
entlys 2, damagé 1s st1ll being done by the. -

e\
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.;/”" ' position. and capitalizes on the presumption: most

-5- . N
By ailowing the reallcause to continue unchecked, the end
result may be an even greater‘harh thap the harm that was
first noticed by the affirmative. The gssence of the proponents
., of this Justification for inherency is that a case must locate
the cause of a problem before the specific method of attacking

3

the problem should be chosen.

PRESUKPT ION ’ ¥ ' ' )
The second justification for inherencf suggests that there

is:-a presumption in favor of the current system, and if a problem

" e@can be solved-with existing programs. ‘those programs should be .

v

used, rather than creating new programs. The concept of presumption
- (‘

. goes back to Richard Whately. 1In 1828, he suggested that:

R There is a presumption in favour of every existing

o institution. « « o the "burden of prodf" lies with

: him who proposes an alteration; simply, on the ground
that since change i1s not a good in 1tself, ge who )
demands ‘a change should show cause- for it.

The concept of” presumption was used as early as 1917 by debate
theoreticians.lu ans many writers suggested that the negative
nay just déPopd existing institutions due to the presumption
v

»hich belongs to the present system:
. There is the position which says, 'yes, there ar¢
/ some things wrong with the status quo, but they. do

’ - _not call _for a basic change, they can be repaled by.

these minor changes + ..%' This is a very realistic

people admit that the world is not perfect and ceuld 5
stand a' few changes. even though it is basically sound.

Inherenpy would Tequire the' affirmative team ‘to demonstrate
that the problem they isolate cannot be solved with the existing

strnctures. This is‘probably the most. prevalant view of

inherency ‘amoung practitloners of advacacy.

T

/

o




with the present system. Marsh argues thif' .

e NN T

< There are some who disagree with the placing of presumptionJ'

' l\'

- Since presumptions are 'inferential rather than factual,»

!  since they. are -arbitrary rather than demonstrable,
such coni%usionq\should be debated and not merely
assumed., . y

.

Zarefsky suggests that the concept of presumption is needed to

determine who initiates.the controversy, to set ot the -

responsibilities ofﬁghe advocates, and to settle a tie.l? He . '

argues that the presumption in a rom}d should not be in- favor

I} . 8

of the present system, but - rather should be against the resqlution, ;
as 1s the case in testing a hypothesis. The presumption for
the present systen, according to Zarefsky, 1s arbitrary, and

there is much evidence to suggest that there 1s an equal, if not

. greater presumption in favor of change.18 Viewing debate as

the testing of a hypothesis (and ‘thus placing presumption as

being against‘the,resolution)_would gllow.for a more rational

19 '

placement of presumption, . . ' -

Kruger argues, however," that there are legitimate reasons

for presumption to- be with the present system:s . ! ,

i
X

The-first circumstahce which favors the retentdon of

the status quo is the status quo's degree, of dffectiveness.,
. w o s » The second clircumstance which favors'the
retention of the status quo is thst major changes entail
consequences which the advocate of change,,or/the
affirmative, can®¥nly speculateée.about or preg/ict,
whereas’ congequences under the s atus quo are known or’
wverifiable. ; 3 . o .

| .

The presumption lies with the known, a$ opposed "to the unknow A

Unger takes a third course, by sur.esting that presumption lies

.with the system that entails the least risk ‘'of the unkhowmn, "Llee.,

. the system that we know the most about. This could be either -

the current system or the plan of tre affirmative, depending

-

. .
- Lo .




. . . . ~ _7- ' : .
upon.the specifics of eaqh. . 1 The common denominator of all '/
of these theories is that the\negative can alter current programs

and, 1f the alteration produces the affirmative advantagj? win

the debate. Before the affirmative can overcome presumption,

the affirmative ‘must demonstrate that its case 1is inherent. The S

’ key tb this justification of inherency is that the negative tehm

s given leeway in what it can advocate, while stitl mainaining ~
; + presumption, | r )
PERMANENCE S _‘ _ ‘ : ‘
o The third justification for inherency is permanence. This

, . school of inherency arguesmthat/inherency 1s needed to demonstrate
"that the problem the affirmative isolates:'is likely to continue
in the futire. Inherendy “explains, why the 5.Q. [Status quo/ *  «
- cannot solve -the problem tomorrow."22 Only be demonstrating
an inherent need can the affirmative prove a continuing advantages
. . .« » the affirmative must show that the present
- system is beset with various inherent evils + +
Tt must be shown that the alleged evils are inherent
within the present system, not temporary, not }ncidental._z3 ~
“An inherent condition, then, is one that is likely to- continue

i

in th&\;uture. . ‘ ’
The }ustification of permanence'is most often raised in
the discussion of attitudinal inherency.a ‘Judges often require * } §
‘an affirmative team that suggests that attitudes are the cause’ ‘
-of a problem 16 demonstrate that the attitudes will be permanent.l
Hannah requires tl‘* 2ffirnatives show'"the attitudes are not
likely to change "zu Iijier accepts attitudinal inherency if
"the affirmative. denonstrates probability and a rationgle for

"continued maintenance of attitudes,"25 and Gilchrist suggestsz‘

. e |
=~ .o . . \\ e P ;
. . - .. ‘ |
. . |
‘. . by . * |
' . |
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Attitudinal inherency s%ouid haVe some structural - )
N ‘basis which leads'to the conclusion tHat the attittde

is inherent, likely to persist, .and resistant to.

-

. thange. The abllity of industries to withhold infoym-- B

’ . ation and influence decislons of reéu}atory-agencisg
%f an example of a structural basis for attitudes. ‘
This school. of thought would argue that on¥y if a problém is -

-

likely to persist over a long period of time should the e

structﬁre be altered. Inherency helps establish the. permanence

~

of the problem. - _ .
5—3 R . ' ' \ . . ‘. . 3 . -ﬁ
v . '
Z TGBIE%LITY‘ ‘ o
( Most judges require that the advantage of any affirmative -
° case comes,from'the resolution,'not‘from non-topical planks
-of the affirmative plans -
- - « + + a, comparative advantage case meets alljthe~.
/? requirements of inhexency by showing that all its '
#Wadvantages flow from the elimination .of the present '
system,not from extraneous factors.? ’ :
According to proponents of his théory éfﬁiﬁhéxency,linhefeney
allows the debaters to 1solate:tbosé(§art£ of the ‘plan that are
- " unique to the resolution aqg/those parts of the plan that are R

. e - ’
non~-topical, and to determine -which section of the plan creates

-

the agvantage!

7 ' Wwhat is® regliired for a determination of *inherency’
y . 3g to decige what is the essence of the present .
systen, d whether that essence mag} be changed to ’
achiev he goals of the pioposal. .

i For example, if the only barrier facling current programs 1is thatf
[ v hd P

they are not adequately funded, then the affirmative édvantage

~* . comes from increased funding, not the resolutlon. Again, 1f thke

advantage cones from the pe?sgnnél in the affirmativé plan, then
* ! N , ..

, | —— . . . ' , ‘ )

) . At ¥s argqable that the advantage would flow from a non7resolutiona1

<' portion‘of the plan, and thus woéuld be extra-toplcal. Coodman/////
N ' 4 R Y : -

f “' 9 3 .. ‘ " e




) ) ‘ -9=
offers an exception to this last examples 1if the affirmative
can systematically insure better personnel then the advantage
would not be extratopical, since it would come from the
structure that selects personnel, not the personnel per se.

2

Inherency thus involves "Whether the fallure of the policy is

54

related to the rticular phase of the status quo which the

. ) debate resolution proposes. to change. n30 The topicality justification’

N

of inherency stresses which’ part of the plan produces the advantage.

;
.

, <
BALANCING

The fiftg justification for‘inherency is the balancing

/ : Sustification.- This position is held, to nne degree or another,
by most judges who Vview themselves as, policy makers.. This . . ' }
view‘»ees debate as the weighing of two or more competing

: ‘systcms.' Inherency attacks are used to.minimize.the ffirmative

. T o advantag The negat#ve team would argue that, if t irm-' .

‘on using

P

LT policy, that choige/should be made. The empha

) minOr repairs of the present system to create//.desirable : :'-T

alternative to the affirmative kIam _ \

The negative may argue alternatively that repadrs of . :
the present system or a counterplan of some form will .
gain the advantages of the affirmative pollcy optlon .- “
with additional advahtages (or without the &Hccompahying
disadvantages). The negative may hot clearly and’ .
. completely outline. a policy option embodlied in their //
/ inherency/uniqueness arguments « « o but modifications
of the present system are introduced and defended, ' ‘
“ in the negative position /and/ compose the policy option§31 ‘
The cmphasis of this justification is the comparison between ‘ "
1 vt
‘ the negative position and the aff&rmative plan. ' Inherency is

’

L4

P
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seen as a method of altering current programs in a non-resplutional

mahner ' in order to- create a policy ,that . is superior to the )

1

' /
affirmative plan. ‘Tnherency'flbws from the.comparison of

~ <

the two systems. ‘ i -

PSYCHOLOGICAL TOPL -
Reflecting ont the wide range of views on inherency, | e

aS'well‘as/{he failure of many authors to give any rationale

P

[}

,for the concept the sixth view of inherency suggests that

the concept of inherency has developed Anto an abstract term
that has little relevancc outside the detate world. Sanders
observes that, "in many cases. if you accepted the negative B

interpretation of inherehcy, it would be impossible er the

n32 'Phis school argues—that inherency

affirmati ta win a debat

73 sibrguous that 1ts’main value 1s:1ts

- . Y

ecome SO vague

ambiguityz '
v In such a .situation, the term 'inherency! evokes
<. Iawe. As the chasm between the term and “the multiple
meanings it suggests has widened, the audience has beguyn
*.to fqcus not on the tests of réasoning suggested by the
word, but rather on the ‘term itself. Suppose that,a
 negative spesker pleads ‘that the aff%rmative 'hasnlt ) P2
Shown an inherent need.' Since the term is ambiglous, h
7 the forte of the charge dépends léss on arguments and .
more on the ‘invocation of the ritual term, ggrency. e
.The word itself develops argumentative value.

:he effect-of this is«that inherency tends to simplify the

arguments Vsed in a round. The use .of inherency in any

o™

given round may have little relationship to the logical basis
s\

for the ar?ument.Bu Lebate becomes a-game, and one of the
* “ ——

rules of the game-1s that inherency must be establishe%. SN

whether or not there is a~logical reason for that requirement,

1
~ N

.
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' Thls vlew of.~ 1nherency views this trend as belng an
\ r

wnen debatgrs are unaware of the ratlonale,

1

undeslrable one,

for inherency, however, it 1s 1nevitable. Only when ju

- €

force debaters to go beyond the mere mentlonlng of the word '

%

"1nherency" and require that they also present the reasons

s

why the speciflc case belng debated must be 1nherent in.terms

-1

. of causality, presumptlon, permanenqe, toplcality, or//

balanclng will this final use of inherency be eliminated.

ey
-




.Y | - . " S

.o % NOTES )
y

1Tom Goodnight, Bill Balthrop, and Donn W. Parson, "The

Problem of Inherencyy Strategy and.Substance," Journal of the . -

American Forensic:-Association X (Spring, 1974%), 229-230, '

7’

%Robert E. Pruett, "The I3sue of Inherency," - Forensic

LV (Karch, 1970), ps %+ .. - -

XLII (December, 196?)ﬂ 9.

3Ben Jones and Jih_Flegle,J"Confllcting Assumptions of |
Modern Debates A €lassic Example," Speaker and Gavel XI o
(MQI‘Ch. 19?’4‘) ’ ?Oo . ‘ \

A

!
_ . uDavid Zarefsky, "Changing Concepts,fn Forensics," Paper !
presented at the 60th annual meeting of the Sp;ech Communication
Association, Chicago, Illinois, December 29, 1974, p.'.3.

3 5see, for example, James J. Unger aqd'James‘M. Copeland,
Second Thoughts. on the Question of PoVerty in the United States .
(Skokle, Illinois: Natlonal Textbook Corporation, 1973), pp. 4-10,.. .

) 6Davi_d Zarefsky, The Comparative Adgantage Case (Evanston:
Illinois:s Champianship Debate Enterprises, 1970), p..l.

¢ 2 . .
7Philip M. Doyle, in‘the American Forenslc Association
Booklet of Judges, Twenty-eigth Annual National Debate Tourn-
ament, April 19-22,.1974, (n.p.)e -

[y ~

v 8Joh'n Derebery, "Anothén look“ét 'Inhérency'ﬂ Rosirum '

v

9Bernard L. Brock, James Chesebro, John F. Cragay, and
James F. Klumpp, Public Policy Decision Makings Syste€nms Analysis
and Comparative Advantages Debate ‘(lhew York: Harper and Row
'Publ%shers. Inc., 1973, pe. 156. oA .

10pgtrick O Mafsh; "Is Debhate Merely a me for Conservative.
Players?" Speaker and Gavel I (January, 1963, 50. | .

r‘llﬁobert P’ lLéwman, "The Inherent and Compelling Need," -
Journal of the Américan Forensic Assoclation. 1¥ (Nay, 1965), 69.

12Arthur N.~Krdger.,?Thb Underlying Assumptions of "Policy

.. Quéstions:‘ III. Inperéﬁt Evi}.". Speaker and Gavel II“(March, . .

A : ,

‘ -~

1965), 80,

1?Richérd'Whate1y. "Elements of Rhétoric," in The Rhetoric
of Blair, Campbell and Whately,. edited by James L. Golden and
Tdward P.'J. Corbett (New York:s Holt Rinehart and Winston, S
Inc., 1968), p. Bk, : ’ 1

./,‘

-

: 245 ames - Kilton O'lieilly: Craven Laycok, and Robert-Leighton
. Scales, Arcunentatidn and-DUgbate (iiew Yorks .Macliillan .
Company, 1917), pp.:33-41. ' . , . , R

'n\\’ o . ) / ' . , n.




"13" ) ) o

15p0bert Po Newman, "Principles of Case Construction,"
Rostrum XXXV (December, 1960), 7.

16Marsh, p. 48, ¢
C A _
17pavid Zarefsky, "A Reformulation of the Concept of
Presumption," Paper presented\at the Central States Speech

Assoélation Convention, Chlcago, Illinols, April 7, 1973, pp. 1-2, .

"181p1d., p. U _ ',

1 R .
9Ib1do, po. 50 : . . T e

3} 2oArthur N. Kruger, "TheﬁUnderlying~Assumptions of Policy

" Quéstionss I Presumptlion and Burden of Proof,” Speaker and

) Gavel I (lLovember, 1964), 16.

. ”,L21James J. Unger, in the Amer'ican Forensic Aséociation,
Booklet ‘of Judges, Twenty-ninth Annual hatlonal Debate
Tournament, April 18-21, 1975, p. 66,

. 22james R. Eyers, Ibid., p. 75.

- 235, westley Rowland and ‘Wayne C, Eubank, ”brganizing the
Case," 1in Argumentatioh and Debate, edited by David Potter
(New Yorks ~Dryder, 195B); p, 65. . - .

. 2L"Lar’ry K. Hanngh, Booklet of Judges; 1974, (nep.).

25pan L. liller, Booklet of Judges, 1975, p. 10,

S -26710°G1lehrist, Ibid., ps 55. 7 ¢

, 27%111195 Stewart and Paul Kruper, -"Toward a Recognition *
of Inherency," BRostrum XLII (February, 1967), k.

28p,yid Zarefsky, "The. 'Traditional case' - ‘Comparative
‘Advantage Case' Dichotomys Another Dook," Journal of the
american Forensic Assodiation VI (Winter, 1969), 13.

4

zgcgoff Goodmah, Booklet of Judges, 1975; Pe 7o
30pruett, pe 9o . '

¢ 3 '
31nges R. Klumpp, “Debate as a Paradigm for Comparing . ‘
Alternative Policy Optlons," Paper presented at the 60th Annual
Meeting of the Speech Tommunication Assoclation, Chlcago,
.I1linols, December ,29; 1974, p. k.. “ .

3

~ 32%Gerald Sanders, Booklet of Judges, 1974, (n.p.). ,
' o : . (9

o |

'33Dercberry. p. 10.

o+ 341bag. S ' c




